INTRODUCTION
The "standard" is the variety of language used in writing and the mass media -the variety you need if you want to get a college education or a high-paying job. It is the variety of the powerful, unmarked by any features associated with a particular powerless group. But people have come to believe the standard variety is inherently better than other varieties -more logical, more precise, even more beautiful. The result is that these other, nonstandard varieties have become stigmatized by society at large.
Stigmatized varieties include social dialects, such as "working class English"; regional dialects, such as Appalachian in the USA, and ethnic or minority dialects such as African American Vernacular English (AAVE) and Australian Aboriginal English. Pidgins and creoles, such as Melanesian Pidgin and Hawai'i Creole English, are also stigmatized, as they are often considered to be degenerate varieties of the particular standards to which they are lexically related.
Of course, linguists have shown that these varieties are legitimate, rulegoverned forms of language and in no way intrinsically inferior (e.g., Labov, 1969) . But as Mackey (1978, p. 7) has noted, "Only before God and linguists are all languages equal", and because of continuing negative attitudes, the usual educational policy is to keep stigmatized varieties out of the classroom. This is in spite of the large amount of research showing that children learn better in a variety of language that they are familiar with (e.g., Thomas & Collier, 1997) .
Besides the belief that stigmatized varieties are illegitimate languages, there are two general justifications for such policies. First, there is the notion that you shouldn't take time away from learning the standard, which is after all, the language of education and the key to success (the "time-on-task" argument). But the main justification is that using a stigmatized variety in education will actually interfere with students' acquisition of the standard (the "interference" argument).
Several scholars (e.g. Snow, 1990; Cummins, 1993) have already examined the time-on-task argument and show that it is not justified. The purpose of this article is to critically assess the interference argument. It starts off by presenting some views on interference and the justification for them. Then it describes the results of research on educational programs using stigmatized varieties. The rest of the article discusses some possible explanations for these results, drawing on research from psycholinguistics and from second language acquisition theory and practice.
INTERFERENCE Top
Interference, or "negative transfer", can be defined as the use of L1 features Ravel & Thomas (1985) examined the educational reform which led to the use of Seselwa (Seychellois or Seychelles French Creole) as the medium of instruction in primary education. They compared the Grade 3 students in 1983, the last Grade 3 to be taught in English, with Grade 3 students in 1984, the first to be taught in Seselwa. The findings were that the creoleeducated students performed better than the English-educated students, not only on standardized tests but also in school subjects, namely English and mathematics. Bickerton (1988) reported the results of a similar study done two years later which showed the creole-educated students achieving higher scores in French, mathematics, science, and social studies. He concluded (p. 3): "The prediction by the enemies of creole, that education in creole would lower scores in English and French, has failed to be borne out."
The two Scandinavian studies (Österberg, 1961 and Bull, 1990 ) each compared two groups of regional dialect-speaking students -an experimental group initially taught in their dialect and later in the standard, and a control group taught entirely in the standard. The results of both studies were that the students who learned initially in their regional dialect outperformed the other students in reading speed and comprehension. (See also Rickford, 1997 Rickford, , 1999 Research in Papua New Guinea (Siegel, 1992 (Siegel, , 1997 examined the performance of three cohorts of primary school students on school term tests in English, mathematics and general subjects over a six year period. He compared the results of students who learned initial literacy and numeracy in Tok Pisin (Melanesian Pidgin) and those who had learned only in English. Those who had learned in Tok Pisin scored significantly higher in all subjects, including English.
In studies focussing on the use of reading materials in the students' home varieties, or "dialect readers", Leaverton (1973) and Simpkins & Simpkins (1981) both showed that experimental groups using materials based on AAVE made significantly more progress in reading than control groups using conventional reading materials. (See Labov, 1995; Rickford & Rickford, 1995.) Kephart (1985 Kephart ( ,1992a examined the effects of teaching literacy through the local Creole English in Carriacou (West Indies) to a small group of twelve year olds who had failed to learn to read standard English competently. A phonemic orthography was used to represent the children's speech and reading materials were based on their stories and anecdotes. The children were tested at regular intervals in standard English and these results were compared with those of a control group who did not learn literacy in the creole. The target group showed considerable enjoyment and enthusiasm for reading and improved their performance, although not conclusively. Nevertheless, Kephart notes (1992b, p. 8): "The research showed that reading Creole English neither confused nor impaired the children's reading of English, as predicted by some educators." Table 2 lists studies of five accommodation programs, all in the USA. Cullinan, Jagger & Strickland (1974) evaluated a literature-based oral language program for AAVE-speaking students which involved full acceptance of children's natural language in the classroom. The experimental group, who were involved in the program, showed greater Piestrup (1973) examined the effectiveness of six different teaching styles among teachers of AAVE-speaking first graders. The most successful teachers (in terms of the students' reading scores) were those who spoke with the children in AAVE and engaged the students by encouraging them to talk and by actually listening. The least successful teachers were not aware of dialect differences and constantly interrupted students to correct them. Rynkofs's (1993) ethnographic study describes one teacher's program of writing workshops for HCE-speaking second graders. The children were allowed to write in any variety and early versions of their work included many HCE features. But through a process of modelling and recasting in the workshops, rather than correction, the students became more proficient in written standard English.
Finally, Campbell (1994) reports on a program in an inner city senior high school which allowed freedom of expression in the students' home variety (AAVE) or in standard English, and included some discussion of language variation. The results were increased selfesteem among the students and increased use of standard English. Table 3 lists eight studies of programs with an awareness component. Van den Hoogen & Kuijper (1992) evaluated aspects of the Kerkrade project which took place in the Netherlands from 1973 to 1982. They found that the use of the regional dialect in the classroom increased the rate of participation of dialect-speaking children as well as the mean length of their utterances.
TABLE 3 Top
Research on programs with an awareness component Project Holopono ['success'] , which took place in Hawai'i from 1984 to 1988, involved approximately 300 students of limited English proficiency in grades 4 to 6 in 8 schools, half of the students being HCE speakers (Actouka & Lai, 1989) . The program included some awareness activities, such as contrasting features of HCE and standard English and emphasizing appropriate contexts for each. The evaluation of the final year of the project showed an increase in oral proficiency in standard English among 84% of the students.
A second program in Hawai'i, Project Akamai ['smart'], ran from 1989 to 1993 (Afaga & Lai, 1994 . It was aimed at more than 600 HCE speakers in grades 9 and 10 in 11 schools. It also involved some contrastive awareness activities as well as the use of local literature containing HCE. An evaluation of the final year of the project reported increases of between 35% and 40% on tests of standard English use and oral language skills.
The Caribbean Academic Program (CAP) is for creole-speaking high school students who have migrated to the USA from the Caribbean. It aims to make the students realize that creoles and English are separate languages and to make them aware of the linguistic differences between them. Both standard English and various Caribbean English creoles are used in the classroom for speaking, reading and writing (Fischer, 1992a; Menacker, 1998a) . Classes at the high school where the program is run are divided into four levels (or tracks) based on academic ability, ranging from Level 1 (the lowest) to Advanced (the highest). Some figures were provided on the changes in the levels over one year for students enrolled in CAP (Fischer, 1992b) . These show that in 1991-92, 73% of the CAP students were in the lowest level, and none were in the two highest levels. But after one year in the program, only 7% remained in the lowest level; 30 out of 37 (or 81%) had moved up at least one level. In addition, 26% were in the two highest levels, and 12 students (24%) had moved up two or more levels.
With regard to AAVE, the DeKalb Bidialectal Communication Program uses a contrastive approach to make students aware of differences between AAVE and standard English. Preliminary figures presented by Harris-Wright (1998) show improved verbal scores and greater progress in reading since the program started. (See also Rickford, 1997; 1999.) Taylor (1989) also used contrastive techniques with an experimental group of AAVE-speaking university students to make them aware of differences between their speech and the standard. She used conventional English teaching methods with a control group. After 11 weeks, Taylor examined the use of AAVE features in the standard English writing of both groups. The results were an increase of 8.5% in the control group, but a decrease of 59% in the experimental group. Hoover (1991) describes a program with teacher trainees where they discussed the rule-governed nature of AAVE and looked at Black writing genres. At the end of the program, 200 of the students involved scored above the mainstream in writing tests. Finally, Scherloh (1991) reports on the use of a contrastive approach
